relations in the same way in all languages. 


Introduction There has been a recent 
by some (Kachru et al. 1976) that 
ubject of is not a discrete relational 
ion because in at least three Indian lan- 
iges—Hindi-Urdu, Panjabi, and Kash- 
different kinds of subjects form a 
lerarchy of the following sort : 


Hierarchy of Subjects (Kachru et al, 
1976:94) 

BST SDS S OBL < SP 
(S: Subject, I: Intransitive, T: Transitive, 
D; Dative, S OBL: Transitive Agent 
When Passivized, SP: Transitive Patient 
When Passivized) 


This position was challenged by Klaiman 
} who argued that as far as Hindi was 
eerned one could find a number of 
‘amples violating the hierachy in 1, and 
it ‘Subject of (SU) was a discrete cate- 
fy at least in Hindi. I am not aware if 
arguments have been advanced 
the Panjabi and Kashmiri data that 
the basis for postulating a hypothe- 
as |. In this paper I do not wish to 
e arguments for or against 1. It is 
med here that the hierarchy in 1 was 
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ili such as Passive, Dative Subject Formation, 


well-founded for at least some Indian lan- 
guges (such as Kashmiri and Panjabi), if not 
for Hindi-Urdu. 

In this paper, I wish to demonstrate that 
the notion of SU is non-discrete in Maithili 
as well as in Universal Grammar (UG) of 
three counts. First, different kinds of sub- 
jects behave differently in Maithili under 
certain syntactic opeartions. Secondly, for 
some syntactic operations in Maithili gram- 
mar, no clear picture emerges in respect of 
one or more types of SUs. This is especially 
true of S DAT(ive) and S OBL in Maithili. 
Thirdly, different SUs in Maithili form a hie- 
tarchy which is different from | above, and 
since the ‘Subjecthood Hierarchy’ differs 
from language to language, SU must be 
taken as a ‘non-discrete’ notion in UG. 


2. Rules interacting with SUs There are at 
least the following rules that interact with 
different kinds of subjects in Maithili and 
are responsible for giving rise to a hierachy 
of SUs in Maithili: Passive, Dative Subject 
Formation, Conjunctive Participle Forma- 
tion (or CPF), Equi, Raising, and Reflexivi- 
zation. | shall first discuss briefly how some 
of these rules work in Maithili. 
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2.1. Passive Rule In relational terms, the 
passive rule in Maithili could be written in 
the following way : 

2. Passive Rule (DO :: SU)? 


DO (x, Vi) + kEM = SU (x, V) +o 
i. SU (y, )+ð sOM 
a Ky, Vi) f dwaaraa ) 
ak-haathEM 


(where the desinence is replaced with 
participle + jaa + desinence) 


Although sOM ‘from’, dwaaraa ‘by’, and 
ak-haathEM ‘of. 


. in-hands’ are all post 


chômeur oblique markers, there are certain 
restrictions on the selection of these markers 
in particular instances. Also, passives typi- 
cally show the verb jaa- ‘go’ (as in 3bce) or 
ho- “be? (3a) as auxiliary appearing after the 
main verbs concerned which receive the par- 
ticipial markers -aM, elf, or of. The agree- 
ment marking in the verb changes wherever 
necessary. The future marker -ab in active 
sentences is replaced with -£/*~-er*. The 
derived subject receives a nominative case- 
marking which is null. It is not necessary to 
shift the relationally affected nominals here 
(the ‘Derived SU’ and the ‘X’) although one 
can interchange them if one wants to. In 
Maithili, the promotee nominals affected 
include not only the actor or agent (as in 3 
ab) but also the patient or victim (as in 3 
c) and the goal (3d). Here are a few senten- 
ces which have undergone passivization : 


3a. 


sOM 
?dwaaraa. 
haaM kalê haEt? 


“You from/by always tall-talk called 
will be” 


‘* Tall will always be talked by you’ 
amarbaabuu { 0M } ketaarii 
dwaaraa 


ahaaM { sabdin Diin’-e 


khaael@ jaa rahal@ achi 
“Amarbabu from/by sugarcane eaten 
go being is” 


c. banjaaraa- sea MAREM atid 


d. kak@rahU 


2.2. Dative Subject Formation Rule Thi 
dative subject formation rule in Maithi 
would look like the following : 


4. Dative Subject Formation (SU :: X) 
i, DO (x, Vi) +(kEM):: SU(x, Vi) + @ 
kaa 


raa 
2 
ii. SU (y, Vi) + $ :: X(y, Vi) +( KEM 
kaa 
raa 
Mi Ni 
(where +Cause | ::|- Cause }) 
DO (+ BE) 
The above rule shows that in th 


dative subject constructions, apart froi 
a change in 
nominals, the verbs change their agr 


‘Sugarcane is being eaten by Amai 
babu’ 


sab dwaaraa 


sardaar maaral® gela 

“wanderers-at-hand-of/ by settlement 

leader killed went” 

‘The leader of the settlement was killed 

by the wanderers’ 

*sOM 

dwaaraa 

mantrii f kEM ) pahuMcal@ 
Cian 

“someone through/by matter Pri 

Minister to reached” 

‘The matter reached the Prime Minist 

through someone’ 

ok@raa f 2sOM } ham niik jakaa 
dwaaraa 

khuaaol@ gelahuM 

“him from/by I good way fed went” | 

‘I was nicely fed by him’ 


} baat pradhaap: 


grammatical relations ol 


ent suffixes and take up direct bases as 
ainst the causative ones (as shown in 
and Se). Moreover, verbs of 
ig’ are either deleted or are replaced 
the verbs of ‘being’. The reason 
ind the deletion of the causative- 
Mdicator do-verb may lie in the ‘non- 
ditional’ nature (Klaiman 1980) of the 
subject constructions. Here are a 
examples of dative subject sentences 
5) along with their nominative sub- 
ct counterparts (as in 6) : 


$a, ham-raa o niik bujhaait? chalaah? 
“Fto he good seemed was” 
‘To me, he seemed good’ 
b. ham-raa sankaT mE visNu bhagmaan 
mon paR@ laah 
“I-to crisis in Vishnu god mind fell” 
‘In crisis, God Vishnu struck my mind’ 
i ham-raa aam pasand (hoit4) ach! 
“Ito mango like be is” 
‘To me, mango is dear’ 
d. ham-raa s’eyar-maarkeT mE paai laa- 
gal? achi 
“I-to share-market in money invested is” 
‘Money has been invested in the share- 
market to (by) me’ 
_ €, ham-raa ii baat bejaae laagal@ 
“Fto this matter bad seemed” 
‘To me, (I) felt bad about this matter’ 
6a, ham hun-kaa niik bujhait® chalianh! 
‘I thought him to be good’ 
b. ham sankaT mE viSNu bhagmaan kEM 
mon? paaR lianhi 
‘I remebered God Vishnu in crisis’ 
c. ham aam pasand karait® chii 
‘I like mango’ 
d. ham s'eyar-maarkeT mE paai lagaela- 
huM 
‘linvested money in the share-market’ 
e.*ham ii baat bejaae lagaelahuM 
`I felt bad about this matter’ 


2.3 Equi The equi rule deletes a subordi- 
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nate subject nominal if it is identical with 
any of the relational terms in the imme- 
diately superordinate sentence. It operates 
on sentences such as 7a to form 7b: 


Ta. [ glaajo caahait” ach’ [gje laajo naihar 
Jaathi}] 
“Lajo want(ing) is that Lajo (her) par- 
ents’ place goes” 
‘Lajo wants that Lajo goes to (her) par- 
ents’ place’ 


cy 


[glaajo [,naihar jaa-e] caahait® achi] 
‘Lajo wants to go to (her) parents’ place’ 


2.4 Conjunctive Participle Formation Rule 
The rule of Conjunctive Participle Forma- 
tion (CPF) operates on certain coordinate 
structures (as in 8a), deleting the repeated 
nominal in one of these sentences and intro- 
ducing a conjunctive participle marker -! + 
(kae) after the verb of the first (in linear 
order) sentence. Addition of -kae (‘having 
+..€n’) is optional and it has been therefore 
put within parentheses (notice, however, 
that 8b also undergoes other syntactic oper- 
ations such as dative subject formation) : 


8a. Tclgham hun-ak gaayan sun@lahuM] 
aa [ham baRe gulaam aalii KEM mon 


paaR@lhuM] 
“I his singing heard and I senior Ghulam 
Ali-obj mind fall + cause + past” 
‘I heard him singing and I remembered 
Ghulam Ali, Senior’ 

b. ig [,hun-ak gaayan sun! kae] [,ham-raa 


baRe gulaam aalii mon paR@laah@]] 
“his singing heard-having I-to senior 
Ghulam Ali mind fell” 

‘Having heard him singing, I was rem- 
inded of Ghulam Ali, Senior’ 


3. Subject behaviour in different environ- 
ments I shall not discuss raising and re- 
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flexive rules here because the examples in 
the following paragraphs will make it clear 
how they work in Maithili. Having briefly 
looked into the nature of these rules in Mai- 
thili, one can now show, in a tabular form, 
how different subjects behaved differently 
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under different syntactic:environments. If il 
was true, one could easily demonstrate that 
Maithili differed from Hindi-Urdu, Panjabi 
and Kashmiri on many counts. Wherever 
this could be indentified, it has been italic- 
ized in the following table: 


Table 1 
The Behaviour of Subjects Under Different Syntactic Environments in Maithili 
ENVIRONMENTS 
SUBJECTS REFLX EQUI EQUI CPF CPF RAISING 
CONT ACCESS CONT ACCESS 
SU, INTR : Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
SU, TR : Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
SU, DI-TR : Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
SU, DAT : Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes/? ? 
SU, OBL : Yes/ Yes Yes Yes ra ? 
Ambig 
SU, DERIV : Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


There are a few things this table clearly 
shows. First, in the six environments menti- 
oned above, intransitive, transitive, and di- 
transitive subjects do not differ from each 
other. This is not to say that they would not 
differ on these or on any other counts in 
Maithili (if the corpus is enlarged) or in any 
other language. If table | above is true for 
Maithili, it also shows that the so-called 
derived subjects (or SPs) are probably to be 
put higher in the subjecthood hierarchy than 
the dative subjects in Maithili. This should 
not be very surprising because both S DAT 
and S OBL are results of demotion rules of 
some kind whereas S DERIV (or SP) is 
derived by a promotion rule, Thus a language- 
particular hierarchy that places underlying 
SU derived SU and demoted SU in this 
order is what one would normally expect. In 
the following paragraphs, I shall deal with 
derived and X-rated SUs in detail. 


4. X-Rated and Derived SUs 


4.1 Dative subjects Dative Subjects in Mai- 
thili (like those in Hindi and some other 


NIA languages) control Reflexivization (the 
marker being apan) and CPF, and are 
accessible to the Equi rule as the following 
examples indicate : 


SU, DAT controls Reflexivization :. 
9. ham-raa apan sankaT mE viSNu bhag- 

maan mon paR@laah? 
“I-to own crisis in Vishnu god mind fell” 
‘In my own crisis, God Vishnu struck 
my mind’ 

SU, DAT controls Equi: 

10. ham-raa [,tahiyaa niik lag*baak] baat 
aaiyo mon ach! 
“T-to long-back good feeling matter to- 
day-till mind is” 
‘Till today, 1 remember having felt good 
long back’ 

Su, dat is accessible to Equi : 

11. ham [,sankaT mE viSNu bhagmaan 


mon paaRo dea] yamraaj aa citr4gupta 


-dunuu-kEM bataone chalianhi 
“I crisis in Vishnu God mind fall + 


cause + ing about Yama-king and Chitra- 
gupta both-obj informed did” 

‘I had told both Yama, the king and 
Chitragupta about my having remem- 
bered God Vishnu at the time of crisis’ 


, dat controls CPF: 
2, [gbara jhanjhat mE paRi kae] ham-raa 


viSNu bhagmaan mon paRĉlaahê 

“big trouble in fallen-having I-to Vishnu 
god mind fell” 

‘Having fallen in a big trouble, God 
Vishnu struck my mind’ 


It has to be noted here that in a number 
of instances with Dative Subject, Raising 
oduces ungrammatical results. There are, 
however, some instances where this does not 
ippen. The same goes for accessibility to 
njunctive Participle Formation. In Hindi, 
it seems, these constructions are blocked. At 
is stage 1 do not know why this should be 
the case. But the fact that the following 
sentences are allowed shows that Maithili 
Dative Subjects are nearer to Underlying 
‘Subjects than their counterparts in Hindi. 
‘This explains the ‘7 in table 1 under CPF- 
“access and Raising for SU, DAT. Consider 
the following examples (where the raised 
| Dative Subjects have been underscored) : 


Raising of SU, dat: 

13. raam ham-raa coriik iljaam lagaaol4 
paolanhi 
“Ram I-to theft charge put found” 
‘Ram found me with a theft charge 
(against me)’ 

14. baabuujii ham-raa hriST@ boit# dekhal@- 
thiinh® 
“Father I-to happy being saw” 
‘Father found me (being) happy” 

Su, dat is accessible to CPF: 

15. k [,sankaT mE viSNu bhagmaan mon 


paRi kae] [,ham tari gelahuM] ] 
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“crisis in Vishnu god ‘mind fallen-having 
I salvation went” 
‘By remembering God Vishnu in crisis, 1 
attained salvation’ 

16. [g [gsiitaaphal pasand bhO kae] [gham- 


raa lel aaphat bhO gelê] ] 

“pumpkin like been-having I-to for pro- 
blem be + inf went” 

‘By liking pumpkin, it was almost vexa- 
tious for me’ 


4.2. Oblique Subjects Instrumental and 
other oblique subjects in Maithili can con- 
trol reflexivization, equi and CPF in the 
same way as is done in Hindi, Panjabi and 
Kashmiri. Consider the following examples : 


SU, Obl controls reflexivization : 

17. ahaaM sOM sabdin apan Dhol-e-Taa 
piiTal® haEt® 
“you by always own drum-emph beaten 
will be” 

_ Your own drum will always be beaten 

by you’ 

SU, Obl controls equi : 

18. amarbaabuu sOM [çketaarii Khaael@ 


jaebaak] baat nukaael@ nah! gelanh! 
“Amarbabu by sugarcane eaten go + inf 
matter hidden not’ went” 
‘The story of eating sugarcane could not 
be kept undisclosed by Amarbabu’ 

SU, Obl controls CPF : 


19. ig [,ahuu umari mE pahuMel kae] 


[,amarbaabuu sOM ketaarii khaael# 


jaa rahal@ chanh!] ] 

“this-emph age in reached-having Amar- 
babu by sugarcane eaten going was” 
‘Even after reaching this age, sugarcane 
was being eaten by Amarbabu’ 


In Maithili, unlike in Hindi, oblique sub- 
jects are accessible to equi rule as 20 and 21 
below would show. In these, amarbaabuu 
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sOM and ahaaM sOM have been deleted 
(they do not appear in surface) under iden- 
tity with the higher sentence nominals amar- 
baabuu and ahaaM, respectively (which 
occur). As 22 and 23 would show, SU, obl 
in Maithili can be raised if higher sentence 
verb is dekh ‘see’. But in most cases, these 
nominals cannot be raised. Similarly, 24 will 
make it clear that although oblique subject is 
not accessible to CPF, the resultant strings 
can be made less odd if the controller nominal 
is a non-subject. Consider the following 
sentences : 


SU, Obl is accessible to equi: 
20, amarbaabuu vriddhaavasthaa mE [gke- 


taarii khaael@ jaaeb4 ] pasand karait® 
chalaah@ 

“Amarbabu old-age in sugarcane eaten 
go + inf like doing was” 

‘Amarbabu liked to be able to eat sugar- 
cane in old age’ 


21. 


ahaaM [gcahuMdis! apan Dhol piiTal# 


jaaeb®] caahait® chalahuM 

“you four-directions own drum beaten 
go + inf want(ing) was” 

‘You wanted (your) drum to be beaten 
in all four directions’ 


Raising of SU, Obl: 

22. ham hun-kaa dwaaraa [piin haaM- 
kalë jaait®] dekhlainhi 
“I him by tall-talk called going saw” 
* æ I found tall being talked by him’ 

23. ham hun-kaa sOM [,dhaRaadhaR® 


madhur khaael® jaait@] dekh@lainh! 
“I him by repeatedly sweet eaten going 
saw” 
‘sl saw him sweetmeat being eaten (by 
him) repeatedly’ 

SU, Obl is NOT accessible to CPF : 

24, [gsabdin Diin’-e-Taa haaMkal? bhO 


kae] 


{ ? ahaaM KEM kon laabh bhel@? } 
*ahaaM kon laabh kaelahuM ? 
“always tall-talk Emph-class called been- 
having” 
{ “you-to what profit came 7” } 

“you what profit made ?” 

+ What did you gain by always tall be- 
ing talked by you? 


4.3. Derived subjects Maithili differs 
from Hindi, Kashmiri, and Panjabi most in 
the behaviour of Derived Subjects or SPs. 
The derived passive patient or victim of an 
action in Maithili does not usually show any 
case-marking. Thus in the examples given 
below, the SU, deriv kabilaak sardaor ‘the 
leader of settlement’ appears without kEM 
‘to’ or any such suffix. In Hindi-Urdu SP 
controls only reflexivization and equi whe- 
reas the following examples suggest that in 
Maithili derived subjects also control CPF, 
allow raising, and are accessible to CPF and 
equi. Consider the following examples which 
substantiate this claim : 


SU, deriv controls reflexivization : 

25. (banjaaraa-sab dwaaraa) kabilaak sar 
daar; apan; Diih® par maaral4 gelê 
“wanderers by settlement’s leader own 
house on killed went” 

‘The leader of the settlement was killed 
at his own place (by the wanderers)’ 

SU, deriv controls CPF; 

26. [g[gotae jaa kae][ ckabilaak sar- 
daar maaral4gel@]] 

“there gone-having”.. . 
‘Having gone there, the leader of the set- 
tlement was killed’ 

SU, deriv is accessible to CPF: 

27. [g[ gmaaral® jaa kae][gkabilaak 
sardaar tar! gel] 

“killed gone-having . . . salvation went” 
“Having been killed, the leader of the settl 
ment attained salvation’ 

SU, deriv controls equi : 

28. kabilaak sardaar [gpachbaRiaak pokhar' 
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lag jaae caahait®] maaral4 geld 


“...backyard’s tank near 
willing. . 

‘Having wished to go near the tank of 
the backyard, the leader of the settle- 
ment was killed’ 


go + inf 


U, deriv is accessible to equi : 
A [,kabilaak sardaar [,maaral* jaae] caa- 


hit! chal@ [,taa kii baaMkii sabhak jaan 


bacae] ] 

“settlement’s leader killed go + inf want- 
(ing) was so that rest of all life is saved” 
‘The leader of the settlement wanted to be 
Killed so that life of the rest is spared” 


U, deriv allows raising : 
. [gham kabilaak sardaar-kEM [,maaral 


jaait®] dekhnE chalianh! . . . mudaa 
[,DOrEM kich" nah! kahalianhi] 


“I settlement’s leader killed going seen 
was but fear-out-of something not said” 
‘I saw the leader of the settlement being 
killed but I did not say anything out of 
fear’ 
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5. Conclusion To conclude this discussion 
on some relation-changing rules in Maithili 
and their syntatic behaviour in certain envir- 
onments it may be mentioned here that 
there are ample evidences to suggest that 
not only is the hierarchy of subjects in Mai- 
thili different from that in Hindi-Urdu, Pan- 
jabi, and Kashmiri, but it is also possible 
that relation-changing rules (at least, some 
of them) promote or demote terms in a non- 
discrete manner. Further research could also 
show that these status-changing rules are in 
some kind of hierarchy depending on how 
non-discrete they are. Table | and the subse- 
quent sentences (9-29) which formed the 
basis for the postulation of the former sug- 
gest that subjects in Maithili have a hie- 
rarchy of the following sort : 


31. Hierarchy of Subjects in Maithili (Singh, 
1979:95). SI, ST, Sdt< S$ DER S S 
DAT SS OBL (where SI, ST and Sdt 
are Intransitive, Transitive and Di- 
Transitive Subjects, respectively; S DER 
is Derived Subject; S DAT is Dative 
Subject; and S OBL is Oblique Subject.) 


2. In the text, the raised vowels are half-short phoneti- 
cally; M indicates nasalization of the previous seg- 
ment; T, Th, D, Dh, N R, Rh, S are cerebral 
sounds; n' is a velar; s' is a palato-alveolar; F and O 
represent lower mid front and back vowels, respec- 
tively. A double colon (::) stands for an arrow. 
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